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Résume of lecture notes of Methodologie'Generale given by M.
Charles De Koninck. 1938-99: ,

I. Knowledge in general, which consists in becoming another
as other.. That is a definition of the objectivity which
at the same time manifests what subygectivity is. 4 being
wiich is purely and simply subject is incapable of going out
from itself, is closed to all that which is exterior to it as
it is closed for itslef. It does not know itslef, for if it
aid it would know itself as other ( in the cognitive sense). . .

Other means simply object.

. .
TI. Intellectual knowledge. This 1s necessayy to understand if -
We are to know what science is. This knowledge extends to
all things absolutely. No need for demonstration; merely a
1ittle dialecties to cause the fact to be observed. The soul is
in a certain manner all things. The sensitive soul of the animals
i5 in a sense all sensibles, but in the case of the intellectual
soul, it is a question of all tnings in a completely rigorous sense.
”"Nam“unaquaequemin%el&ec$ua&isw8ubStantia~ESImquOdaMMOQOQOmﬂﬁ&1~inw —
quantum totius entis comprehensiva est suo intellectu™ III CG 112.

How do we know we know all tiings® It is imposslible to pose the
question without at the same time knowing all things. .How could
the question arise unless you knew all-things? The.reply is im=-
plied in the gquestion. One cannot know- that he does.net know .al
,:) without knowing all, To the question: . -what 1is the extent of our
) intelligence, the reply, in all frankness, is that we know al
and this without exception., What exception gan be-imagined? It
exception is again among the things whick are, All things, tha
e 5317 whieh—iS-—not-nothing, a1l which is pot Impossible. Henae w
e perive-8t the paradox that it is impossible %0 know nothing sans .
xnowing everything, or rather that it 1s impossible 1o know that . . |
one knows nothing without knowing everything., This is a parado®is~
cal idea: one can know all and know nothing in a certain manner.
This manifests the nature of our intellifence, for although it
extends to all things, yet considered in itself it is in potency.
All this is implied in the principle of contradietion, which is,
that a thing cannot be and not be at the same time and in the Same
respect, and since this principle is first, without which nothing
else can be known, it is impossible that we know something without
knowing everything, since everything is lmplied in this principle.
The principle applies to everything which is possible.
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Therefore, there is an absolute co-extensivity between being and
non-being, being and the impossible, that is, that non-~-being is
absolutely outside being. Being is not opposed to non-being in

a certain respect, but it is entirely opposed to 1it, the impossible .
is excluded absolutely from being. As this opposition between S
heins and non-beiny is absolute, and absolutely universal, we have

an opposition of contradiction.
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If there Bx on one hand coextensiveness between beling and non-.
being, there is on the other coextensiveness between bein and
thought, and that is what I say when I say I know a&ll things.

T mean that my intelligence extends to being, to anything inso-~
far as it is. And there exists also a coextensiveness between
thought and non-being, that is, I exclude universally non-being
from being. There is, then, thought, belng, and non-being: the
two exclude the one the other and both are implied in thought,
The bbing in question is object of thought insofar as being, as
ens paturae. By that which is is understood not only that which
in fact exists, but also that which can -exist for-this is implied
in taat which is; not necessarily in a subjective fashion. There
is that in being which mmmximmdxixmxpmssi®ie is necessary to lead
the possible into actuality, and in this respeet .the possible is
implied in being. To say it in a negative way: belng is the
impossibility of non-being; non-being being the impossibility of
being. '

A efinracteristic of nonbeing s that it is-at-once objectof - -

thought and impossibility to be. Nonbeing cannot be an object

as a thing. Yet we say nonbeing, we say impessible, so it can

an object of thought. If one could not think it, it would be
absurd to say nonbeing, that this is impossible, it would be
absurd to state the principle of contradiction. Nonbeing is only
an object of reason, it is a being of reason.. Agalin something is
shown of the nature of our intelligence: when it is deprived of
being as an object, it is a tabula rasa., In other words, I know
nonbeing as impossibility of being at the same.time as objet of
thought alone., Thought deprived of being 1s in a void. Therefore.

~BUr pure thought consiftered im itself;abstractingfrom bveing, is -
-anabvsolute vacuum. —Consequently; —the-dependence-of-our—intelli———

gence vis-a-vis being is total. Hence our intelligence sees in

the first principle both absolute universality of beling and at. the
same time its own pure potentiality. That is why we must necessari-
1y reduce any critique of knowledge to the first prineciple., The
intelligence has not on the one hand being as object and on the
other nonbeing as object, as if the two were independent of one
another. : T

The being of reason is in no wise independent of being; the ebing
of reason is in tne negation of being and conditioned by being;
which is to say that one cannot have the being of reason as'object
of thought without having at the same time, and as conditionips
tne being of reason, the being of nature, ens haturae, ‘ThHis is.
impossible, the being of reason being the negation’'of being; we .
must have something to deny, and we cannot deny & negation, One’
negates of that which is that which is not. Nonbeing as object

is founded on being and founded in being with regard to knowledge.
And tne being ot reason is not so opposed to being and founded
that it might be independent of being as syER object; but egen

as object it is thought ad instar entis. Being, on the contrary,
is not founded on its negation. From these considerations we
can draw t.e three followine distinctions.
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(a) Distinction between being of reason and ens naturae., Under-
standing by real being that which is in fact and that which
is possible too, This distinction 1is the foundation for the

[¥) Distinction between the real and logical orders, This is
most important; you have only to confuse these two orders

to become a communist., The confusion begins there; once one ad-

mits this all hell breaks loose. C IR »

(b) Distinetion between being objth»agﬁfggﬁg)tﬁbléht;

(¢) We can see the amteriority of the problem of ‘beéing a
to that of the true and the falses 0. ¢ @ '

We may note that the moderns never take the troubleito exe
principles in this manner. Thelir big mistake consists “iA~this ,
that they have never gotten to the first .principle;*the prineiple

of contradiction is never elevated beyond contrariety. ' Philosophers

opposed to the object in such a fashion that pure thought ought
first of all grasp itself and then worry about the object, and .
tnen the probler of objectivity is posed. Pure thought is spoken
of: I think that 4+ think; when I do this, am L not faced with

pure thought? But, when I think that I think, I think myself as

an object, and L know thought in thinking of something else, but
when I grasp thought, I grasp it as object and under this respect

it is opposed to the potentiality of my thought, of my intelligence.
What can one conclude from this dangerous position? To give as
ohject their own pure thought, ani then is sought contact with an

object. 1In fact, ome seeks To deduce Irom thne belng Ol  reason,

“paken Tirsty realbveingy thusthere Is—sought coextensiveness be=""""

tween this pure thought deprived of an object, and they wish that
this thought taken formally as pure, as devoid of object, attain
the object; they wish that thought remainé volid in attaining an
object. Consequently, they wish to draw the object from their own
vacuity. ( What we call pure thought is absolutely other: God who
being pure act is pure thought.) T R S

ITI. Objectivity of Knowledge., Knowledge of a thing is defined
by its objectivity. Por a sapiens, it would be dbsurd to
inouire whether knowledge 1is objective. Since the defini-

tion of knowledge implies its objectivity: the other insofar ag

other - hence one is the ot.er objectively. If one is not the"
other insofar as other, one does not know, that is, one:is rot in
act with the other, but simply with onesélf, in pure subjectivity.

Sub jectivity is opposed to knowledge, and in the measure that there

is subjectivity there is not 'nowledge. BSubjective knowledge is a™

contradiction in terms. Note that we have not yet spoken of the
true and tiie false., We are for tie moment placing ourselves in

the point of view of knowledge as such, and from this point of

view a subjective knowledge is a contradiction in terms; a belng

properly and simply subjective, and consequently a being which
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cannot have an object, cent have either another being nor itself
as object. In philosophy, sub jectivity is synonymous with poten-
tiality. What is as subject is potential and consequently know-
ledge will be objective in the measure that it does not connote
potentiality. That is why Aristotle concludes, immediately after
having demonstrated that there exists a pure act, that this pure
act is an intelligence which thinks itslef. Note that the divine
knowledge is so objective that one cant.say of “od that He 1s a
subject. So also one cannot bay of belng that it might be a
subject, Of what would it be the subject? Of nothing, which is
impossible, Thus the limitation which is imposed on knowledge
because ol subjectivity does not entall that t.ie knowledge which
has these beings be subjective. Not at all; it means simply -
that knowledge will be limited from the point of view of Eyhx ob-
jectivity, which is not the seme thing. ~Knowledge can -be. less
objective without being subjective. Therefore, we must- say.-that
rnowl~dge of these beings is likited by their subjectivity. '

WW@“3peak“of“inteilectual“knﬂwledge»wniGHJEX$endsﬁt©?all~@Hiﬁ€$”
even when it extends to prgctically nothing, when it:is. eXtrerr ly
limiteldly it remains nonetheless unlimited. - So itiis immediately
necessary to distinguish the respect in whieh one can see this
universality, this extension and intension of the objeet iof the
intelligence. AT N
Uvidently, it is going to be necessary to attribute the restriction

which subjectivity imposes on us, or rather it is going to be nece-

ssary to attribute its limitation to "‘sub jéctivity. The Tntelligence

is, then, sometning exteremly paradomxical; it extends to all even

e et —i-s—cApable—ofa—cerdaintimitetion— We must be happy with

e A B £ OP-W-oPe—it—n0L 50, FOU would-not-be_possible; if a l1imited

intelligence were not possible, the intellectual creature would
not be possible. '

God can exhaust any object; there is no subject with regard to bis
knowledge, subject being the impenetrable., We share somethingof
tuat objeetivity. Being is opposed to nothing as. to-the impossible,
Being is that which is more universal and since we attain being

as such, we attain in a certain manner everything, that is, that

the all is given to us as the other, all things are known as ot.ers,
as ohjects, and since this embraces all there will be no subject
which is not in tnis all as object. In fthis respect our knowledge
extends to all things, that is, being is purely and simply object.
Being cannot be subject. When we consider being as belng, outside
of being there is only nothing. Being cannot be receive received,
there is only nothing which could recieve it and nothing is impos-

sible. Being envisaged purely Aas such, is not pure act and yet N

being is said of pure act, and you see at once that if we thought
being as being in a subject and if beling teken as such implied a
sub ject, we woinld not be able to know pure act, which we know as
being outside of every subject, as being pure actuality, as imply-
ing no potentiality. If being itself were not conceived as pure
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object, we would not be able to know God as being pure ob ject,
we could not even concelve the possibility of pure act.

The difference between sensible and intellectusl knowledge can

ne seen. Sensible knowledge 18 1imitedto a a certain genus: sensi-
nilia. It is essential to add that the intelligence extends 1t-
self to all thing guodammodo. And precisely in this respect
intellectual knowledge Ts radically objective, 1ts proper objct
inplies no subjectivity. But in the measure that knowledgeof

beins does not make expleitely known all that is implied dh being,
unless of course insofar as 1t 1is opposed to nothing, the objec~-
tivity of this knowledge will be limited -in this 'Tespec .

How can our knowledge imply infinity in ‘one respeet &nd.limitation
under another? This paradox is based on the paradoX which is the
principle of contradiction: the prineciple which tells us that we
'now all things, and at the same time tells us that we cannot know
all tnines, giving us at the same time nothing as object. - -

o y-other- berns, the-principle-of contradiction apprises us that we |

crnnot attain being in a purely and simply affirmative fashion;

we are obliged at the same time to posit that which is the most
s“solutely opposed to being, nothing, that is, the impossible.

Ve tnink being in opposing it to nothing; we grasp it in an op-
position of contradictlion. But the principle of contradiction
excludes nothine from being, but this exclusion does not exclude
our potentislity vis a vis being, that is that being object remalns
~opposed to us and more precisely to the potentiality of our intel-
ligence, a potentiality is manifested in the fact that we have to
posit nothing, the impossible. ~

e e G po—-00ULA-grasp-being. directly in apule affirnation, we would

have an exhaustive knowledge of belng in all respects; which is

to say that if this knowledge were purely and simply affirmative,

we would no longer be subjects, we would be pure acts, our: knoww
ledre would be a pure affirmation of that which is, Ouy intelligone
wonld be in immediate and intuitive contact with the entirety of
being, all of which it comprehended and this .in an explicit fash-
ion., S -

r lknowle ntelleptua 1)
is explained consequently not by the limitation of helobJjeeh =~ ..
tne knowledge “od Hes of limited things is infinitely -ob jeetix
but by the limitation, the potentiality of our intelligencey tf
1imit imposed in no wise comes from the object, but execlusively -
and forrally from the subject of knowledge. o

The limitation of the objectivify of our knngqﬂgé}

Trom all this we can draw two conclusions, First, the Aimpossibility
of agnosticism; end then the possibility of science. Agnosticism 7
does not only pretmead thet we are incapable of attaining in an ob-
jective fashion that which surpasses the order of reality with which
we are in contact immediately and know directly ( in thomistic

terms we would say thet the agmostices pretend that we can only
attrin the order of meterial guidAities) and they do not only pre-

-
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tend that we can have no certitude of the existence and the
nature of God for example; all that is secondary, those are
put the conclusions of agnosticism. A% bottom it rejeots the
transcendental value of the principle of contradiction.  °

Agnosticisn supposes in fact a radical dualism in being; that is

it pretends that the firs? principle of being and of knowledge

does not extend to the things which we know, directly; material
beings; that this principle cant be applied in an order whiech
transcends that which we know directly. = = = < T

Tt is the same as the statement that ‘it is"man
would be possible., There could exist seyeral cttegories sb of
posed that they would be contradictory to each oth T inithe" Somi
resprct. ' SR N

W

fetion is denied

Hence the universality of the principle of contrad

by agnosticism which one snould not attack by demonstrat: the

existence of God, Ior this would be useless. It must be : k!
by being attacked with the doctrine it sustains with regard: to
the first principle. For agnosticism, the first prineiple is
applicable to but one genus of being; another genus is possible
where this principle does not apply. Which supposes that we know
only the being of things which we know directly, that we know .

the being of these things in a fashion purely and simply affirma-
tive, whereas the things which surpass our experience we know

only in-a purely negative fashion, so megative that we could not
say: they are. And if we might say they are.that would mean
something completely different from saying of something here

an e S em o m 8 F e

helow: these things are., 10 ouNer words the—first—prineiple

beling purely and Simply affirmative;—we—eouli—not-apply—it—to
things other than those which fall directly in our experience, and
all which positively surpassSes this experience surpasses at the
same time the first principle. R Y

For us the rirst principle expresses being by means of a negation.
It implies both something positive;anﬂ*somethiﬁg neggative; both-
being and the contradictory of being, It is not purely and: simply
affirmative; it cannot be put thus: that whieh is, is ~"that whieh
is not, is not - as a pure affirmation. When we say the being of
a material thing, this being 1s opposed simply to the impoﬁﬁible;f
and tiiis being is in no wise opposed to the immaterial ,* Why?
Because we consider the raterial thing not as material,’ ba% ag’
being, simply. In fact if an immaterlial thing is possible,; it is
evident, it is immediately evident that it is in being.,

So, far from being modest, e agnostic is obliged to adopt & - ...
sceptic position with regerd to all that which surpasses the T
order of material things. And that for the simple reason t& 1t

he hns given to the first principle & purely affirmative signifi-
cation, for having maintained that the first principle is the
principle of identity. -
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It is true that we can say "this thing 1s", and that this is a
pure affirmation, but when I say that a thing is T already

imploy being as predicate. When I consider it in itself it.does
not imply the restriction that it has when.I apply it to this.
thing here. I suppose already the first pr1ncaple when I say’
this thing is; I suppose that the senge of belng is ‘alreddy -
completely expllcated, so I can very well apply it in a pnrely
and simply affirmative fashion to the material things whitch
surround me and which I know directly. In this respect. there can
be identity, but it is not thus that I take belngﬁwhep,l con81aer
it as such., If the first principle depends entire’ ‘
aprlication I make of it, to the material things w 1cn_8urround
me irmediately, and this principle is first, then I execlude by

hat yery fact any possibility of contact w1tn an order which
surpasses the order to which I apply 1t immedlately. I would
suypress at the outset any being which surpasses that of my
immediate experience; and if I cannot attalin a transcendent order
tiie reason is that my first principle was not first. I must pose
another and what I took for the first principle is dirived and . .
secondary. When I say that the principle of identity is the first
principle I am oblidged to deny transcendence and am.led to
agnosticism. WNot that those who maintain the principle of identity
is first are agnostics hut if one could think all one could say
this would be the case, but one can say many things wnloh are

1m.p0551ble to thought.

of agnostlclsm, this prlmacy which is expressed in words to Wthh o
nothing in thought responds, this primacy can givé rise also to
ontologism: a doctrine which goes 16 say that even G8d is the

_ _proportioned object of our 1ntelllgwage_wnd~tnaj_we_ﬁeﬂ_&ll_inlngs«”“-_
in God a 1little like in the beatific v151on. L L

To accord primacy to the ;Ilnclple of 1dent1ty Would obllge '
to say that we are pure acts, that we know all tnlngs 1ntu1tive1y,
that we exhaust the entirty of being in an explicit fashion. PFor
if we attain it in a pure affirmation this would be beeause it.is
wiole and entire immediately present; knowledge of . be;ng would be
a pure lntuition which implies consequently in an absolutely
explicit manner all that being contalns, all that 1s an act.,,,~

Agnosticism (which removes us absolutely from pure act) and on-
tologism (which beings us too close to it) confuse the order of
knowledge with the order of being, the logical order with the
real order.

They are both exteemely difficult to refute becsuse it is necessary
to lead their partisans to the first pr1n01ple which is ZXinfinitely

Alfficult, which is almost never achieved in philosophical
dlscu351ons.
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Confusion of real and logical orders. Although non-beling

is impossibility to be, it is not impossibility to he an objett,
we tinink non-being effectively as impossiblility of being, There
exists then an object which is impossibility of belng and thls
object which exists does not exist as being; it exists anly as
ohject of thougnt. Hence, too ways of existing, that which is:
proper to the logical and that which is proper 'to the real -order.

f

There is perfect coextensiveness between being ag. o ject «on the
one nand, and nothing on the other. - The impossible és opposed’
to entire being and entirefis opposed to the impossible; ‘being
and non-bieng have an equal universality.  Conseguently the
Jogical order is as universal as the real order.™ But if -in the
order of our knowledge being is grasped “first and ‘in a fashion
. independent of this knowledge, the universality of non-being
! will be posterior to tnat of being: non-being will be less
universal. what does that mean? Thatthere would be some being
wnich is not opposed to the impossible, that some impossible
"‘woulﬂ‘be“pnssibietwaecessarilyl%ne~impossiblemwill«bemlessmﬂ
universal than being. And in this case, non-bheing cannot be
absolutely opposed to being. We must conclude that there is some
being wiich at the same time is possible and impossible under the
same respect: nothing becomes a particular case of being and one
could say that being becones a particular case of nothing since
notiing has become possible. Thus we are led to radical scep-
(ﬁ) ticism of wnich most men are unwitting but fervent partisans.

A1l those who accord primscy to the principle of idsntity do not =
take account of the absolute transcendence of being which as '

T anentirety s u_pl.luocd to—noth ln%ﬁ-@-ﬁﬁ%—%&k@—&%@ﬂ%—@-ﬁ—"?ﬂ e e
et panSeendence—ofnon-being-which-as a whole is opbosed 4o being.
They do not take notice that with the first principle we have

affair with a simultaneous transcendence of being and non-being

which is not at all contrdictory since this transcendence simply
founds the Aistinction of the logical and‘real orders, i -~

Therefore the distinetion of the logiealiorder«andltnegﬂ%alm@?derqqméé

is founded in this simultanious dranscendence of being and’
non-being. As we will see this makes possible on ‘the’one h
a philosophy of being and on the other ‘@ transcendent:

To clarify the refutation suppose the first principle is étated
thus: that which is is. Is this a true Judgement? GCan I con-
clude from it as some say, that it is impossible’ that a thing be

and not be at the same time and in the same respect? No, -

That which is is, that which is not is not. How can one conclude .-
from that thet it is impossible that a thing which is might not
be at tue same time and in the same respect. It seems that it
would be possible. Consequently to give a sense to & principle

l;) . of identity it is necessary to have recourse to the principle of
contradiction, which means that it is conditioned and is not first.
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If the first principle were that which is is which impled at the
emae time thet which is not is not, would that permit us to.say
tnat it is impossible that a thing be and not be at the same time
and in the same respect? This would be possible 18 1t were
possible that a thing be and not be at the same time and in the
same respect; therefore the value of the deduction which I whih
to make Aepends on another principle which is not conditioned
like tnat which I whsh to deduce; but this-principle:iwhich-is not
conditioned is first with respect to that.whichi: hiteide
and tnet which I wish to deduce is that; to-which ’
this shows that if one does not speak. of the pri
tradiction it will be necessary to-bring: it in . atpa g
end tien all we wish to justify will be-condition
grinciple, by another principle. The other prinec
conditioning, it will be first. The. principle-of
nas a value which is in no wise conditionedand:that.id
certain that tnis principle is the first 'what is :salid.w

If one wants to maintain a distinction between the logical and real
orders it is necessary to see it directly .implied 1in the very first
principle. If one confuses these two orders the impossible

becomes possible, being implies some impossible and the impossible
implies some being. Or agin, if the logigal order were inferior

to heing in transcendence there would be some being which i A
escaped this logical order which is founded in non-being. Being
would go beyond non-heing that 1s being would be more extensive
than the impossible. 1f it went beyond (deborde)—the impossible - -
it becomes possible to XZE®E be impossible, impossible to be possible

. . .
S da ecoertaln X
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The possibility of certitude and of sclence 1f founded on the
distinction of the logical and real orders., Which distinction
is founded on being and non-being which are coextensive. It is
tue first division tint one can make, anterior to:that which. we
make in being since before we distinguéshed divisions in being
we must opposed it to nothing.: - S U SIS NS P S

The principle of identity raised up to the first principle is ..
either a totaulology or it leads to agmostieism-or-ontologism.
1t is impossible to think being without -at the same time ‘thinking
non-being and visa-versa, C o SR TEREE R T
T co e andh A
1t is impossible to think non-being, the immpossible as such,
without thinking being and if you had first of alllto affirm being
and it you could then affirm non-being you would thus  have two
objects of the intelligrnce which would be radieally distinet in
the sinse that one would he indeprndent of the other; then pnon-
reing would be sometiing which could not be - this would be
contradictory even to thought. It is impossible to think the one
without the other, they are given together simultaniously.
T we could think being in an absolutely:affirmative fashion
withont recoirse to the negation, to nothing, our knowledge would

I
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ve divine. One would grasp directly the whole content of beling;
negation would be superfluous. But just because our knowledge
does not extend actually to all things in an exhaustive fashion
we have need of meking intervene nothingness, and that at the
negninning, in the first judgment of our intelligence.

You ask: how is it that one can discuss the first principle? One
does not really discuss the first principle. Suppose that in a
Aiscussion one sustains that the first principle is that of contra-
diction, another that of ifentity, they do not speak of the same
thing. If they spoke of the same thing it would be: possibier to:

think the contradictory. One does not think -of -the'isame. depgreesol.
universality as the other. In fact, philosophy d4i8 not " begln.with .
metaphysics; and Aristotle was the first to grasp the opposition oo

ol contradiction in a reflected and explicit fashion:' To know .1%,
to xnow that one is in possession of a Tirst principle and. - use
it is different and to speak of it 1is athird thing. glcks
QueStibn”Of”great'philosophieal~sys%emsgwitiis—abse‘ %
to discuss guestions other than that of the first prinelplej
are not in accord on the principle of contradiction, the preat
systems; little systems are hung on anything.

Tlato spoke of the principle of identity; Aristotle of the princi-~
ple of contradiction. Because Plato started from the principle of
identity, he confused the logical with the real order, all his
seductions are purely logical, Aristotle, on the contrary, silnce

for him being and nonbeing were not confused, becauss he iinderstood -
their opposition of contradiction, he always knew when he was make-

\/

ing 1Ogic and wiel He Was makIng phritosophical—seienees—That—3is

the only”ﬂifference;wbu%fi%~&s~a"%igheﬁeT—wiz—és~g@@d—$e_$nuna_mla$m““__
there are some things which are not easy. Very few take account
of tae difficulty of things. '

Let us now rejoin the question of ob jectivity where we have raised
1t. We have seen that knowledge can be limited in 11s objectivity.
From this we do not have to conclude that there existis some kKnow-
ledge which will be in a certain measure subjective,: I mean that
the fact of imposing a limitation on objectivity does not impose
subjectivity on that objectivity; one can be less objective without
being subjective. For example ( & not too exact analogy) the whole
number 7 is less than 8, but 7 is as much a number as 8, Likewise
for limited objective knowledge, it remains objective, subjectivity
is not imposed on it. ‘ o o T

P oot .
Now let us apply this idea to sensible and intelle ctual knowledge.
Sensible knowledge will be infinitely less objective than intel-
lectual, it will extend only to a certain genus of being of which
it grasps only a superficial aspect. Which is not to say that
sensible xnowledge is in a certain measure subjective; not at all-
sense knowledge is objective, but it is 1little objective which
doesnt mean that it is a little subjective, Intellectual knowledge
insofar as it nas heins for itsg object, i1s purely and simply ob-
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jective with respect to being. It is absolutely objective since
it conceives being as a pure object which is not in & subject, -
Yet this objective knowledge is limited in another respect, in

the measure that this knowledge of being as being does not meke

us know the whole content of being in an explicit manner. Agailn,
this limitation which is imposed on our intellectusl knowledge
does not entail subjectivity but simply a limit. A limit which is »
in no wise in the object given, but in the subject; and the subject
in the measure that it is limited is not engaged in the knowledge T
in so far as it is limited. (cf. De Veritate, 20;2;c. - 5, ad 1) - =

One should not then confuse the limitation of objectivity with the
question of error and falsity. The problem of the ob jectivity of
knowledge and the problem of truth and falsity will be deprived of
meaning if that of objectivity is not resolved first. If fact,
there will be all the difference between the objeetivity of know-
ledge and the truth of knowledge that exists between lgnorance and
error. One does say that an ignorant one is in erpory he who is
in error knows, only his knowledge is false; it is npot simply the

trary. Erpor and truth are opposed as contraries. -
¢ P P ik

Just to have posed as first problem that of truth and falsity, -
Plato arrived at the consideration of being as being and to op-
pose it to nothing. He who adopts the platonist 'position as have
the majority of moderns, never come to Tesolve the proh&dm o the
objectivity of knowledge. In fact they think the objectivity of
knowlefge ought to be resolved in the solution of the problem of
truth and falsity. Not at all. If you begin Wwith truth and falsi-
ty, what will be your criterionf Truth®? But that is what you .

wish to know., You wish a criferion to distTinguish the True 1I0M

“XHe false., Where will you fimd it? Will-you go furtirer? —&f-you

ought to go further or above, you can go anywhere and you will
not find it.

It is clear that the question of objectivity &s anterior to the
question of truth and falsity. When you have spoken of the truth
vou have;ngy yet said all; that is why S Thomas does not tell us
that the object of the intelligence is the true; the first object
is being. o

The objectivity of knowledge is connected 'with being; the'truth of
knowledge is connected with being as true. That doesnt mean that

a thing can be without being true, but in the order -of knowledge
the order which we follow in the discovery of the transcendental
properties of being, unity is the first proéperty of being ~ ‘truth
cones after, G ’:f??mf”ﬁ:ﬁfkli} .
Yet one must admit that error is due in & certain marner to the (
subjectivity which is opposed to objectivity. Error is “found only
in the judgment, in the measure that the Judgment brings in compo-
sition and division. But intellipences which have need 'to judge
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by having recourse to composition and division, such beings ought
to have recourse to this genus of judgment because of the potenti-
ality of their intelligence. Angels, who do not judge by composi-
tion and division, Jjudge absolutely, they cannot err, With re-
spect to objects (proportioned), i%t is ebsolutely impossibly that
thevy make mistakes since they do not pass from the siagsteR of
potency to the state of act in knowledge.

(Several pages missing malheuresement...)

Speculative knowledge differs from practical knowledge by the end.
The end of speculative knowleage is nothing other than knowledge
itself; knowledge for the sake of knowledge; knowing for the sake
of knowing; this is speculative knowing. In the case of practical
knowledge, on the contrary, the end is either a worR to make oOr

to do. : : :

Ope can characterize practical knowledgé~iﬁ another}manheiggirom
the side of the object., In the case of speculative knowledge,
the object is thne measure of knowledge, the object is imposed, it

is the object which is first. 1In the cese, of practical knowledge .

it is the knower himself who is the measure .of the objects - For
example, L study a tree; what L want is to know the. tree such as

il ; :

it is in itself, L wish to be measured by.the.tree, by the object

stself. When it is question of a house, on the contrary, I.,wish
to impose my idea on the matter, T am’ the measure, 1n seulpture,
when one makes a statue, one imposes & conception.conceived within,
one imposes it on the matter, that is, fthe interior conception
which we make is imposed on a matter. The memsure of this work

is in.me as in its first cause. I impose-myself on the. object

in the practical; in the speculative it 1s the object wnich 1y im=

posed on me. Let us check an article of saint Tmomas: Iy g 45

article 16: Dieu a-t-il des choses une science speculative. .

In opposition ome can say this: one should attribute to Godﬁwhat‘
is most noble. But speculation is more noble than the practical,
as Aristotle shows au debut of the metaphysics. .

First let us note that a science is purely speculative, such
another purely practical, and yet another in one respect is prac-
tical and in another speculative. To take account of this we
shoudl ohserve that a science can be called speculative in three
ways: 1. In that which concerns the objects of knowledge, if they
are things which escape the action of any subject. 2. With re-
gard to the way of knowing, as 1f an architect studies the house
in defining or amalysing with regard to its concepts and in en-
visaging its abstract attributes. To proceed thus, is to consi-
der speculatively the object ol tie practical; not to see there

n tuing to make, knowling that a thing is made by applying a form
to a matter, not in resolving the composit into its divirse formal
clements which are known as universals by the mind. 3., With
regard to the end persued. TFor thus as Aristotle says, the
practical intelligence differs from the speculative by finality.
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Tn fact the practical intelligence has for end the end of action;
the end of the specudative intelligence if the consideration of
truth. ©So much so that if an architect is asked now,to make a
house but without proposing to himself an effective result, only

to instruct,this will be in that which concerns the end a
speculative thought yet in a practical manner. Given this the
knowledge which is speculative by reasol of the thing known is
speculative only; that which is speculative as to the mode or as
to the end is in part speculative and in part practical. And when
it is all oriented towards the ends of action it is practical with

regard to everything.

Consequently, we must say that God has of Himself only speculative
knowledge for He is not Himself matter for action, But of all the
rest He has knowledge speculative and practical. Speculative,

with repard to the mode of its conception for all that we can see
speculatively in conbining or analysing concepts, God knows 1in a
infinately more perfect fashion. Be it guestion of that which He
can do, but does not really at any time, God does not have of it

a practical knowledge according as knowledge is called practical
from #mE& the fact of its end; He has in this sense a. practieal -
knowledge only of that which He does at. one time or apnother. With
respect to evil, although God cannot be its, author, 1t like the *
good falls under His practical knowledge insofar as Ged permits 1%,
prevents it, or introduces order into it. It is-thus-that illnesses
are an object of practical knowledge for the doetor whose art is_ .
>a.pplied t@heal tnem- [T e e - . ,_- - ..M_-.... R e _

Hence the knowledge that God has of Himsélf is uniquély.sbépﬁiaﬁive,

God Aoes not know Himself practically. 1T He dld He would Rmow

how to make Himself, He would have TO make Himself, He wouldhave
consider Himself as a work to be executed. (for Marx practical
knowledge is primary. What does that mean? He considers himself
as the ultimate measure of the object but all the same he recognises
that he is in potency, then the end would consist in meking himself,
he is as a god but as a god who ought to make himself who has only

a practical knowledge of himself.) S

We must say besides, that the practical. depends on the speculative,
and that it is absolutely impossible to start absolutely from the
speculative order. I mean that one cannot consider the division of
knovledge into speculative and practical as an absolute division
which is founded in being as such -so that the speculative intell-
irence would have on e object and the practical another, and that
these two objects would be absolutely seperated so that there would
be two orders of knowledge absolutely opposed. That is simply
impossible. In the last ana¥ysis the practical is always and
nacessarily ordered to the speculative as one can SeB in 8. Thomas
Summa Contra Gentiles III, 25. '

A1l sciences are necessarily related to speculative sciences.
Only speculative sciences can be ends in themselves, Metaphysicians

\
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and theologians say that the last end of creation.is the knowledge -
of God, which canRmEXREXERECKXAXIXE only be speculative for God -1is
not an object to he mede. This is extremely important for. today
oven scholatics tend to seperate these two . orders in .a.more. or 1ess
absolute fashion. When for example, one pretends .that moral .is an
essentially practical science, that it si a scéence which tells us
what to do in general, for .practical reasons, one introduces a
distinction and seperation to radical between the speculative and

practical.

1n tae Summa Contra Gentiles III, 76 - S. Thomas asked that if
divine rrovidence extends to singular and contingent things:
speculative science Biffers from practical sclence in that the first
is perfected In penatrating into the universal, the perfection ol the
second consists in tae epplication to the individual, In fact,
spaculative science has truth for its end which resides primarily
and essentially outside matter and in universal whereas practical
science nas for its point an operation of which the term 1is an
individula; the doctor is not interested in healling man in general
but this particular man and that is the end of the entire medlcal
science. It is certain that the gevernment of providence goes 1nto
sractical science since it places belngs in relation:to their end.
The providence of God would be imperfect-if it were occupoed onl
with universals without extending to individuals. o

LIRS IR

Absolutely speeking, the knowledge of the. particular aads nothing - -
to speculative knowledge which bears formally on the,gnconditi@n&ﬁ .
aniversal. 1t is omly accidently tha%»speeulativeuknawladgeghaﬁﬁt@;%;;i

be based on thé particular, this dependence exTsts. only. for an
irtetigenceneasued—by—the ohject. . But even in this - ease knowledge.

-

s pTOperLy speciulative only in the measure that the intelligence..

due to the activity of the agent intellect disengages the singuiar
object from its individuating conditions, and from all which renders
it contingent. The existence of created things adds nothing. to the
Aivine speculative knowledge; the divine knowledge which:ceeated
things in thelr particularity 1is practical. See ch. 97 of the same
nook where S. Thomas reduces this distinction to its last foundation,,
the Aistinction between the negessary and contingent. o

Speculative knowledge bears on the necessary. That does not mean
that the contingent totally escapes the necessary; the contingent

is necessarily contingent, 1% is impossible that the contingent be
and not be at the same time and 1in the same respect. Nihil enim
adeo est contengins, quin in se aliquid necessarium habeat. But the
contingent cannot be the object of speculative knowledge insofar as
it is contingent. See in 6 eth 1.

with regard to tue cegessity that one encounters in the practical
order, it has always as point of departure sone hypothesis. Thus,
when certain means are necessary %o arrive at the desired end,
thesemeafs only come into play because of the end. The last Teason
for tnis necessity is speculative: this human will wills necessari-
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ly the good in general, but such a will does not exist by ansabsos
lute necessity; being given it is necessary: fhat 1t will what 1%

wills under the notion of the good in gemeral ( practical necessity):-
because it is of the very mature of the human willuto will all it.. .- ..
wills under the notion of the good in general ( absolute speeculative:
necessity). o e e B

e have need of tie continpcent to arrive at knowledge of the neces-
sary. This passage from the contingent to the necessary is possi-
nie pecause the contingent is interior to -being, The division of
being into being per se and per accidnes &s lnterior to being; the
two are opposed to the impossible. The contingent is necessary as
possible; the existing contingent cannot be and not be at the same
time and in the same respect; it is necessarily contingent; it is
necessarily founded on the necessary; it is impossible that it
arise from the necessaryv necessarily. Thus we mount from the con-
tin~ent to thes necessary; but we cannot redescend from the necessary
to the contingent with necessity., Could we, the contingent would
not be contingent. To go from the necessary to the contingent, we
must pass by the divine free will whose works are pmmctical,

11 =211 were absolutely necessary, there would be no distinection
netween the practical and speculative orders, there would only be
the speculative, all would be pure act, practical knowledgw mould

be superfluous. This position would imply consequently the negation
of the possible; the possible would be impossible. This confusion
is the foundation of determinsitic pantheisms. R TR N sl

If our knowledge were both speculative'éﬁéxprag%icély' h;ﬁ N
be because tne contingent as contingent.would:be the:causers:

“the very esse of things.

necessary; nothingness would be a creative gause, i.esithelicas

Scientific Knowledge: scilence iéfdefin¢d as ﬁabiﬁus
nonstrationem acquisitus

a) Hahitus: est qualitas quaedam, sec, quam inclinatur potentia :
actum. Our intelligence belng originally pure potency, certain
determinations are necessary to it thanks to which it is borne ade~
quately toward its object. Nam habitus ad potentiam animee compa-
ratur ut actus ad potentiam; cum potentia sit indeterminata guantum
est de se, etper habitum determinetur ad hoc vel illud. ( de virt,
in comnuni, a., 3,c. ‘ . .
Quanto in primo aspectu apparet, habitus signifi~-
care videtur aliguid potentiae superadditum, quo perficitur ad suam
operationern. (de veritate,q. 20, a.2) '

«+s potentiae naturales sunt de-
ter:iinatae ad unum; et ideo per seipsas possunt in sua objecta, nec
indigent aliqun superaddito ad agendum; potentiae autem rationales
ad multa se habent, et hoc ad earum nobilitatem spectat.(ibid.,ad6)

GOPY

'




J. H. Ryper MacHINERY Co.

page 17 DATE

Sed ea quae sunt ad atrumlibet, non hebent aliquam formam ex qua
declinent ad unum determinate; sed a proprio movente determinantur

ad aliquid unum; et hoe ipso quod determinantur ad ipsum, quodam-

modo disponuntur in idem; et cum multoties inclinantur, determinantur,
determinantur ad idem a proprio movente, et firmatur in eis inclina-
tio determinata in illud; 1ta quod ista dispositio superinducta, est
quasi quaedarm forma& per modun naturae tendens in uanum, { g. de virt,
a.9,Co ) - o PR e -

b) Aeguisitus: Habitus are not innate. - Habitus arejnecessary ., jus?
There where potencies are not determined-by natures: It:1simpor-
tant then to distijguvsh them from natural dispositbnns innate or
acquired, There exists a habitus only at the moment where the poit-
ency is perfectly determined with respect to its object.  That-ds
why in the natural order agels have no habitus., (I-1I,9.50,2.6

¢c) Per demonstrationem: NE B S T
(1) On the foundation of the distinction of the hebitus, see

) l"'II, q- 54; do de V’irto au 12.

(2). On the distinetion of the habitus of the intelligence,see.
®thics, hook 6; I-II, Q. 57. ' ' )

(3) Let us analyse article 2 of §. 57 where saint Thomas shows
tne Ajifference between science, understanding ofvfirst.principles,
and wisdom. Article 1 shows that 1%t is only by extension that one
can call the habitus of the speculative intelligence virtues.,

m.., virtus intellectualis speculativa est.per guam intellectus
speculativus perficitur ad considerandum verum; hoc enim est bonum
opus eius. " The Speculative'intélléctuai“virtue perfects the- in-
telligence for the operation which isproper 1o %, It follows that

this virtue wtti—ﬁe%efmiﬁe—%ﬁe—&n$eL&igense_imLiLJEMMLign_ggmpletely

certain-end—nfallible,—Lfor truth is indivi@ible. There will be no
habitus as long as there is hesitation. SR -

Truth or the true can be considered duplicilter: - uno modo, as per

se notum; alio modo as known through another, But what is per- se
notum, is as a principle and isperceived. immediately by the intellecd;
and therefore the habitus perfecting the intellept An. th e _considera~
tion of the truths of this kind is called intelleotus, which is the
hebitus of principles. et s SR LSRN S

The knowledge of firstprinciples is irmediate; theyiarse:imposed on us
with evidence and cerititude having no need to be demonstrated, All
can not be demonstrated; to demonstrate principles are necessary; if
per impossible one could demonstrate prineciples, it-would ‘be- negces-
sary to found the demonstration; demonstrate the demonstration by a .
dermonstration, and we would be involved in an infifite Tegress. . .
Discourse separated from principles 1s consequently absurd. . Some -
pretend tham every principle is a hypothesis. If this were so, "
every principle 1is a hypothesis" would elther be a principle or a
aemonstrated conclusion. If this principle itself were in its turn
a hypothesis, it is ahsurd to say that every principle is a hypo-
thesis; this would be in fact a tautology which would mean: every
hypothesis is an hypothesis. Which again puts us on the road of
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the indefinite: that every hypothesis is an fypothesis 1S an hypo-
thesis, etc. like a broken record. Hence: every principle 1s an
hypothesis, is either a tautology or a contradiction in terms.

One can see that radical scepticism is aperfectly impossible thing.
One can put on paper: i1t is impossible to know anything with certi-
tude, but that signifies nothing, unless that it 1s possible to say
tne impossible, that language 1is not natural but ad placitum. The
same poes for the following: it 1is ab least impossible to know if
it is impossible to know anything with certitude. A

poses a certitude of incertitude, or & certitude!
of the certitude of the incerititude. . .. v

y:

Others pretend that although first principles. are
certain that the demonstrations based orn, them are _
position is equally impossible, for it could only Dbe %
demons tration: this incertitude is possible only 1

on whicih it is based is true. T

|
i
|
!

Hesitation before first princ¢iples can'ﬁéﬁsrthélésv e “ex ple Qe
These principles are first, true, irmediate, But they do n show . .

us all the deductions which can be made from them; in this respect '
tiiey are obscure. The throwing away of the obscurity of the most
evident principles is at the origin of all modern philosophy ( the

clear and distinct ideas of Descartes).

(:D Verum autem quod est per aliud notum, non stalmmy percipitur ab in-

< tellectu, sedper inquisitionem rationis; et se habet in ratione’
termini. €uod quidem ‘potest esse dupliciter: uno modoy-udb -8it -
ultimum in aliquo genere; allio modo, ut sit ultimum respectu totius’
copnitionis humanae, ' ’ ‘

And because those things which are known last
quoad jos, are prior and more knowable according to nature (I Phys)
therefore that which is ultimate with respect to the totality of
human knowledge, is that which is first and most knowable according
to nature. And wisdom is concerned with these, since it considers
the highest causes ( I Meta 1 et 2): hence it fittingly Jjudges and
orders all, because the perfect and universal judgment cannot be
had without resolution to first causes. T

, “That indeed which is ulti~
mate in this or that genus of knowables, science perfects the intel-
lect; hence according to the diverse genera of knowdbles there are
diverse habitus of sciences, whereas wisdom is only ome, '~

The more things are knowable in themselves, the less they are for
us. The more perfect they are, the more they are knowable absblutely;
a being is 'ntelligible in the measure that it is in.act., The pro-
portioned object of our intelligence is the material quiddity which
includes matter and hence is more knowable for us, -

The sciences in whiech in goinpg from principles which are more know-

. able for us, we penetrate plus avant in that which is more intelli-

. cible in se, are distinct, not according to the diverse degrees of
~hsolute intelligibility of tie objects considered in their proper
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being, but according to the diverse degrees of intelligib;lity which
they have for us, i.e. according to the degree of cognoscibility
that they take on in our intelligence: according as one can conslder
them either with matter, or without matter, i.e. according to their
degree of remotion from matter and of approach to immateriality.
Without which there would be as many sciences as degrees of being.

There exist indeed some 1ast causes for each science, l.e, causse
altimae in aliquo genere, and in this respect the inferior sciences
such as philosophy of nature can be called wisdoms by extension.

( Bapiens dicltur in unogquoque genere gqui considerat causam altissi-
mam illius generis. I, q.l, a.6) IlMoreover wisdom simplciter is that
which considers all things in the light of the absolutely last cause-
God. Among the pnatural sciences 1t 1s the priviledge-of'metaphysics
of which the principal subject is “Yod. Althought its principal sub-
ject is God, God is not its formal object; reather that is being as
hbeing. In supernatural theology, on the contrary, God “is beth the
formal object ( ratio deitatis) and principal subject. - One sees :
also why wisdom is one: it sees all things in the perspective of the = .
ahsolutely last cause which is one. Thedistinctions wt i G g o
ceive in its subject are distinctions of reason. Mol
of God does not escape us completely, since we krow :p g tha
the distinctions we conceive are distinetions of reason. ' 7

For a more complete description of science, read Aristotle, Post. -
Anal. I, chap.2.

Note the necessary character of science. This 1s an exigency which

we haye forgotten today. Whdt we &re in thé hakit of calling "scien-

tifie" does not surpass probability, above all when it is gquestion

o hxy

L S - W= X . < X | )
UL <1 FESTAY A= ety ‘y w-ll‘y 0

Demonstration is therefore generative of science which is certain
nowledge tiirough causes: cognitio certa per causas. _
Why do we say that metaphysics is both science and wisdom: how can
one distinguish these two properties? "..., saplentia esi guaedam
scientia, inguantum hsbet id quod est commune omnibus sclentils, ui
scilicet ex principiis'conclusiones demonstret. Sed quia habet alli-
quid proprium supra alias scientias, in quantum sc. de omnibus iudi-
cat, et non solum quantum ad conclusiones, sed etiam guantum ad '
prima principia; et ideo habet rationem perfectlioris virtutis - quam
scientia." (s, Thomas, ibid, ad 1) ; ‘ I :
A . . . S .

Tn replying to the Aifficulty posed thistext raises ‘a new 'one, We
have seen tnat wisdom properly speaking extends to all things, but
now can one say that it judges even first principles? Oughit one not
proceed from first indemonstrahle principles? How can it judge them?
To judge them, is not that to surpass them? B

Let us consider an example. We have seen that tne principle of con-
tradiction is the first of all first principles. The most salient,
it is at tne sase time tie most obscure., Is it not astonishing that
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we can affirm being only a travers a negation? Is 1% not astonish-.
ing that one of tne terms of the very first judgment bearéng on -
heing be the impossible? The fact thnt it is so does not diminish

wonder.

what relation is there between science, wisdom and wonder? Read
Aristotle, Metaphysics, cnapter 2, where he shows that philosophy
is a pure and disinterested science. .

To know how to judge in a sapiential mannerAthe,firét principle:will_
consist in supressing astonishmen? in its subject to finish with ..
a contrary astonishrent: 1% is necessaly to arrive at seeing that.

it would be astonishing if the first principle were not what it is.

By what means do we come tO reverse this astonishment? Little by
1ittle pnilosophy apprises us that of all. intelligences the human -
nind is the most feeble, so feeble.that itvmust_taggfits,pr@90r$ionea
object from the moblle quiddity of materialgthiﬂgs.a;ThiSQﬁrgdﬁrtion@d
object is contingent, it can be and not be: it is affirmetion.and
negation. The eXistence of fie necessary whaolute {God) is the
reply to this astonishing paradox of the contingent., Enowing now
th= contincent in this new perspective, knowing why thé material
guiddity foun”s both an affirmation and ax negation, we. see that -
nothing would be as astonishing as if the'fi:gt'principle,were_got‘ A
ne principle of contradiction. U ‘
TIn this way we can demonstrate that the first prineiple ought 1o be

the principle of contradiction, - But dEaixmEEEs does that nmean that
we have demonstrated the principle of contradiction? By no means.

i 41
I S U AL e SR A R

nelyeis—the demonstration mede is based on the prin-
einle—of ¢ radiction which is virtually implied 1in every demon-

1%
1 a of econ
A Y

stration. The demonstration of the existence of God is founded on
st. But we also know that the existence of God does not depend on
this Aemonstration: God does not exist because the contingent ex-
ists: having demonstrated his existence we know that it is the con-
tingent which depends ahsolutely on him; that the contingent is ab-
solutely conditioned,

We have simply denonstrated, thanks to the principle of contradie-
tion which we already knew, seelng the nature of the proportioned on-
iect of our intelligence, thet it is impossible that this principle
be other than it is for the human intelligence. And thus we Jjudge

it by itself., This reflexion 1is possible because the principle in
cuestion extends to all things, end hence is included in itself and
touches i1tself. o . “ o

This example shows us tie profound amplitude of wisdom. . It pertains,
to it also to return on science, not this or that science, but sciens®
a5 cuch, on the science engendered hy demonstration., Metaphysics can
aprrise us as to why we are obliged to have recourse to reasoning, to
discourse; why an intelligence obliged to find its object in the ma-
terial quidfity has to have recourse to middle terms to attain know-
Trdre of thines most intellifdble in se, 'This comes from the nature
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itself of thematter which disperses ell things, whenece the necesslty
of abstraction and of Jjudgment by composition and divislon, as of
the whole syllogistic apparatus of human sclence. - :

The possibility of referring the multiplicity of the sciences to the
unity of wisdom is founded on the transcendence and unity of belng,
object of netaphysics. If belng as being were nultiple, wisdom would
be impossible. " It 1s wise to 1isten not to me but to my word, and
to confess that all things are one. Of all those whose discourse [
have heard, there has not been one who understood wisdom as separated
from all. Wisdom is one thing. It consists in knowing the thought
by which all things are directed by all things. There is only one
wise man." Heraclitus; fragments 1.18,19,65. The love of wisdom
impeded Heraclitus from beling consequent with his pluralism.

We can now see the Aifference hetween science and wisdom, Meta--

phiysics is science in the mepsure that it deduces conclusions lilke
any otner seience, Hut in science theigonclusions ‘take us away fr
ktte principles, and sclence does mot bear ‘on prineiplesy f Wisdom,
the contrary, turns these conclusions toward ‘the 'pring:
them in the light of the total acquisition-of The sc e

in his reply to the second objection (I+1T,9,57,8.8)
us why there is only one habitus of first principles
speculative sciences. It -is.beeause one gan:consider:t
ciples in two ways: Principla vero demonstrationis-pos _
considerari, absgue hoc guod considerentur conclusiones. = Tossant .

etiam considerari simul cum conclusionibus, pfout prin¢ipia in come-'
olusiones deducuntur. Considerare ergo hoc secundo modeiprincipia,

"Wf_‘“_“““““‘SﬁﬁETaTE”pTTnGipia—ﬁecuﬂﬂﬂmfﬁeipﬁa7~fe¥$iﬁ@$~ad~jéﬂﬁﬁﬁu%$mﬂa;_——~a;~———
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When we consider the prigciples in themsevles as known sine medio,
they are grasped by a single habitus. When we envisage them.as
turned toward conclusions, as illuminating conclusions, the. prin-
ciples are attained by the dlvers habitus of the distinct sciences,
(Cf. JSTH, Curs. Phil, T.I, p.827bl8) :

In his reply to the third objection, saint Thomas tells s why it 1s
necessary to exclude opinion and suspicion from.the hebitus of the
speculative intelligence, ,

On all this, e¢f. JOTH, Curs. Theol. T.VI, p.436 et seq.

We now know the foundation of the distinction between speculative
and practical knowledge: the distinction between the necessary and
the contingent. It remains to apply tais principle to the habitus.
of the intelligence. ( The truth of the practical intellect differs
from tae truth of the speculative which lstter consists in the con-
formity of the intellect to reality. Since the intellect cannot

be infallibly conformed to contingent things, but only to necessary,
therefore no speculative habit of contingent things is an intellectu-
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‘from the '
necessaries, which the human will does not make, but only in'con-
tingent things which can be done by us whether agibilia (interior)
or factibilia (exterior). Therefore ojly a&bout contingent things
is there posited an intellectual virtue of the practical intellect,
amt of factibilia and prudence of agibilia.){I-II, g.57,8.5, add)

al virtue. The truth of the practicai intellect is;quén
conformity to rectified appetite, Which -cohformity has poj

The speculative intelligence is measured by things. There can be

an infallible conformity of object and intelligence only if the two
terms are equally determined. Therefore the speculative intelligence
bears on the necessary and cannot be infallibly determined by the
contingent as contingent. And if the certitude of the contingent
clows from the speculative intelligence, the contingent would be
necessary, for reasons given above.

We need not conclude that the contingent wholly escapes certitude.
God knows with perfect certitude every future contingent because he
sees ther in the presence of his eterndty, and this hbecauge he is the
cause of the contingent. This is the certitude of the artist; crea-
tion is a work freely willed by God. The truth of this work consists
in its conformity to the idea freely formed by God. The contingence
of the work consists in this: God could not have created it, or-ecreate
ed something else. The work of art does not draw its truth from Xz
what God ecan make; if this were so all which God -could make would . '
exist in fact: He would not be free, the work would not:be:a'work -of:
art; there would be no contingency; all would be necessary and all
would be Y“od, ’ SN » e reiiies.

S T AR
One sees from this example that the certitude of 'the practical 'is

ot bire-work—itselfeconsideredabsolutely as ohject byt 1A 1ts
e confornity—withthe measuring intelligence or the wight will, 20on-

e’

sequently, although the matter of the practical intelligence 1s con-
tingent and variable, there can be perfect rectitude and infallibllity
from the side of the regulating intelligence. ( Note that khe infal-
1ibility of the practical knowledge of Yod does not render necessary
the contingent t.:ings considered in themselves absolutely.)

This idea appears also in the following examples: whatever the per-
fection of the ruscian, whatever the determination and certitude of
nis a rt, he can not play on & bad instrument; and yet the defective~
ness of the instrument takes nothing from the certitude of his art.
Likewsie the prudent man can err, but not absolutely insofar as pru-
dent: some periectly unforeseeable circumstances can render his
iudgment and his command inefficacious, whic. substracts nothing

from his rigat intention, from the perfection of his deliberation
wnicu can extend only to what is more or less foreseeable, nor from
the vigour of his perfectly justified cammend. Read VI Ethics,
chapters 3 and 4., Also I-II, q.57, arts, 3 and 4.

In art. 4, note the ,rofound distinction between art and prudence.
¥or what follows, cf. JSTH, Curs. 'theol. T.VI, p466 et seq,

GOPY
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There is Tirst of all a distinction from the side of . the matter-of -
these habitus. Prudence bears on the agibile, that. is,.on.voluntary.
acts as voluntary, as free. Agere is immanent activity, «in man 1inso
far as he acts freely. Art, on the contrary, bears on the. factibile
one exterior works, on malleable things on which one can impress a
new deterimination. Facere is sald properly of a transitive activity
wirich terminates without. ’ o

There is also an essential difference between art andprud ence from
the side of the form., The Fform of art consists in regulation, end in
the confornity of the work to the idea of the artisan or artist,
which regulation is impressed in the malteable which always has some
notion of exteriority, be the object matter properly so called or
objects which can be ordered. When art simply orders objects sans
affecting them as objects ( e.g. in logic), it impresses on them

all the same an order which has the notion of form: ordo guem ratio
considerando facit in proprio actu, puta cum ordinat conceptus suos
ad invicem et signa conceptuum, guae sunt voces significativae, (

I Bth. 1) In prudence, on the contrary, the form impressed on aets
is a regulation which orders these acts towards a fitting end. Pru-
dence determines what are the conditions of such an act in conerete
and contingent circumstances, in conformity with the rule of reason,.

There is also the difference in the modus operandi: first of all .
from the side of intelligence. In.art, the rules are perfectly. de-r
termined: procedit per certas vias, . The great works of art haye
this characterisitic that there exists only one way of expressing

them., When one can exteriorize a certain-idea in -diverse manners, - -

it is because this idea is quite undetermined.™ The determination
of the—vise—is proporiional to theperfection of the work. ‘(e.g. Bach

Odc [rr = aw) 1=

and lagner proposed ends quite different, but their means of expres-

sion are extremely detemined,) The rectitude of the judgment of
tne artist depends in go wise on contingent circumstances,: . ..
Frudence, on the other hand, proceeds by arbitrary. ways and:accord-
ing to contingent circumstances whilch present themsevles, There are
cany diverse ways of arriving at the same end.

What characterizes the prudent man, says Aristotle, is the faculty
of successful deliberation on things which are good and advantageous
to him, not under some particular respects like health or fortitude,
but which render his entire life good...etc., VI Wth, chap.b. The
deliberation whhich consists in seeking ways to follow to achieve the
end, is the very essence of prudence: the prudent man is bene consi-
liativus. =~ Since the ways of art are determined, deliberation will
not be essential to it. The certitude of art is not a consequence of
deliveration: ¢f. In II Bhysl , lect. 14, n.8. Moreover, it can
happe ause of the contingency of the matler and circumstances,
fiat certain arts include deliheration: as pavigation, medicine,
Tiiitary and agriculture; but in the measure that deliberation is
NeCeSSary to them, one cells them prudences. ( We will see that ap-
wTieqd dialectic is & litvle like prudence, in the measure that i%
TeToves itgelf Irom the perfection of logic,)
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There is also a fundamental difference between art and pradence
from tne point of view of appetite. This @istinction responds
the difficulty concerning the morality of art. What the artist:
wishes is not his own perfection, but therperfection ¢f the work:
cf. 1-II, .57, a.5, ad l. N T

Wt

That is why Aristotle says that one ought “to ipraise’ the artist who -
Lakes mistakes wittingly, but not the artist who does so unwittingly
On the contrary, one should say that the prudent man who sins wit-
tingly is worse that he who does so unwittingly: VI Bth. c¢.5. The
seculptor who proposes to make a monster and makes & handsome man

is a bad sculptor: cf. Cajetan In I-IT,q.57,a.0. ' S

This permits us to see the difference between the rectitude of the
appetite in art and in prudence OI moral. <The will of the artist

is right if it is conformed to the end he has chosen; the rectitude
of his appetite depends on 1its submission to the good of the work
wrich the artist nas chosen to make. If he chooses to make a nonster
iis appetite will be right if it is conformed to the production of
s monster. - It is guite otherwise in prudence. The prudent man
does not choose the end, that is determined by nature and by the
author of nature, which causes all the difficulty in moral activity.
And the truth of the prudential judgment depends on a will of which
the rectitude is presupposed, rectitude which consists in the right
intention of the end. And this rectitude is the very principle of
prudence, & principle which conditions the truth of theprudential -
judgment and the goodness of the act cormanded, mee e SR -

-

In tne domain of speculative knowledge wisdom is the arclietectonie '
virtue:; it is, with respect to intellectus and the seiences, -
architect. In the practical domain, 1t 1s prudenc ich hHold
role of archetectonic virtue, and more especidlly “politica

cf. In VI Eth, lec. 7. n.l20l. O TR

As prudence extends only to the means of arriving

it is not the fullness of wisdom. Prudence extendsﬁbﬁi§»»aftnei~
operable good insofar as it is a human good, Thus; the last ‘endof

man is a good, but this end is not a human good: Gofl 18 not &n op-
erable: God is a good for man, which is gwuite another thing.

Although prudence is especially, maxime necessaria ad vitam humanam,
it is inferior to wisdom properly said. As Aristotle said: Politics
oryrudence would be the best of sciences only if man were the best
thing in tae universe. (VI &th ¢.7) Prudence is wisdom only in
numan affairs: ef. II-II,q.47,8.2, ad 1)

Tt seems to be a scholastic today one ought to calumniate Aristolle.
Tae damnably stupid ideas which are sometimes attributed to him

can he justified only by denying tne authenticity of his complete
walks. Consider the qunte gmiven Jjust above. It is because one does

BOFY
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not take account of the very essentia1qdistinotion"wnign;Ax
makes between the archetectonic virtue in the practical a
lative orders that one can attribute to"him the idea that
is tne most transcendatn with respec .. Aristotle;

s

specnlative order. The common ¢
nest. But above every operable good there
Act, which draws all things as end; this sRpTeme .
Although the whole practical order is oriented fowa
is above thepractical order, the last endof al,
words, Aristotle has distinguished wel 1€ .00
sists in the order of things, and the soverelgn. :
separate and the common good to which the first is.ordered. (
I'etapiysics, ¢.7 and 10. . -

The authors who reproach this idea wish that practically and in his
quolity of free persog, man surpass naturally the community. of which
he is part only insofar as he is an individual (. asif society was
{ounded on material individuation). For Aristotle and s. Thomas

it is by speculative knowledge that man is raised above the human,
and that nis will can extend to a good superior to the operable
common good. In this order there is no liberty. These authors do

not taxe account of the essential inplications of the distinction
vetween the practical and speculative. :

One sees aven less why appeal is made to personality; since man is
in pokitical society Jjust because he is aperson: the sogleties.of.
insects are not pOlitiOﬂl'ﬁocieﬁies.--Tﬁﬁﬁay_ﬁhatmha;ﬁuﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁggi:wv
ety hecanse he is aperson, 18 to employ & lesd formal language’ than
a3d Aristotle or s. Tiomas., It would again bhe necessary. to make

X3

precise in what ne surcasses society. What it is ne¢essary TO say

in philosophy is that wisdonm simpliciter is superior to practical
wisdom. o S T .v

At botton, the moferns revolt against, the: limits
order; tiey would that practical knowledge hed by.its
an amplitude squal to that of speculatiye know
tirety of being were an agiblle or a factibilei’
really wrong, we would have to say that. there exig’ Btaral. con
flict between the speculative andpractical, between ihe Hecessary
?ps t%e contingent: a conflict which mag ought to surmoupt by his
ihexrty. . P DT T

A1l this is at the least quite strange.. S Thomas ﬁéVerp}etended to
crrect the thoupht of Aristotle on this point., It is true that
theology poses sowme new problens in this matter: but their solution
cannot modify the rhilosophical Adoctrine envisaged purely as such:
that would be tantamount to saying that there exists a conflict be~
tween ~ature And grace. Tven in itspresent state civil socliety is
aperfect society. )

GOPY
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Art and Science: there 1s a danger of confusing prudence with art,
We will determine the reagon for this confusion.

The prudent man does not choose tﬂéfiastfendﬁ;ﬁne,

rectitude of his appetite with respect to that end governs' the per-
fection of his judgment. This last end is. nothing other than beat
tude ( in the natural order, the abstract knpwledgé,og_uoﬁ“_f; the
supernatural order, bthe intuitive #ision of the infneﬂefﬁsngg,) The
ex:s1&git knowledge of this end is speculative: the;éxpli@i&'lee~Of
this end is conditioned by this knowledge. Hence, %o subsfract pru-

dence from speculative knowledge, destroys’ prudence.” The priidant m
would find himself in the situation of the artist: he would act in
view of an end chosen, prudence would then have begome, art, .

Why does anyone wish to substitute art,fgr;pgdaeﬁﬁg{W@B.Prﬁs@kpym;
Aznce supposes: (a) conformity between appetite and the last end

whicn is imposed on us as measure, (b) iﬁ,shbuld,ordervall*ourﬁacts
to tnis end. The prudent man is before an end he has not.chosen:
this end is transcendent and universal. Prudence supposes: a ftotal
and difficult submission to a superior norm which is imposed abso-
lutely. ‘ . .

TIn art, on the contrary, the end is particular and chosen: the per-
fection of art does not suppose this rectitude of the appetite with
respect to a necessary .and universal end. The moral life would be
much more easy if we could replace it with arts; prudence and the

moral virtues which it rules would be replaced with arts. If there

existed an art we could introduce into the intelligence and appetites

winieh would impose a perfect determination with respect to their ob-

fects i thre—indeterminabion—ok—our faculties was amd " factibile

4 ®
exteraum-1

The application we have for art makes itself felt in the domdin of
prudence, but it makes itself felt also in the domein of sgcience,

e can even say that the tendency %o see in 'art a substitute:for
science andprudence constitutes the base of modern civilization.

The fundamental characteristic of moderp.giy;li@atigg;j in capitals)
is notning otner than the refusal of the objeet, refusal ery
objective measure: this 1is the essence oFf . humanism, the renovation

of the ancient theory of the man-as-measure. R :

I

What sciences are recognized by moderns? ' The specilative arts:
Aialectical logic, pure mathematics, experimental physicg and psycho-
locy, ete. All these scliences are at bottom dialeetibal art, even
the experience on which the exper imental sciences are baged implies
art as an essential element. :

If we insist on the difficulty of speculative knowledge, on the relé:'

tive facility of succeeding in the arts and the diverse attempts to
which this state of things exposes us, it is fitting to insist a lit-
tle on the very determined regsons but very hidden reasons which ex-
rlain this universal empire which art tries to exercise in all do-
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(1) 1f the experimental sciences as we know them, today realized

the type of science of which 1% is question in the preceding

(p. 16}, the distinction which we have made between art and
science would not be clear; we would even have to-conclude that
every science is an art, That tae exper imental sciences are not
truly sciences in the Apistotelian sense is a most essentlal point.
Here we will only indicate. the difference between the properly scien-
tific experience of philosophy and the experience. onwhich the eXx-
perimental sciences are based, an experience we call, dialeetic, . |

Although the experimental sciences are speculatis
are based on a practical experience, e

_ ity of being and
not being at t e same time and same respect, of the multipliecity of

things, of successive and continuous duration, of knowledge, ete.,

snd the experience on which i1s founded our ‘knowledge of the biped "
character of man andof all that which is formally treated by .what
today we call experimental sciences, are of a manifestly.different
nature. It does not suffice to examine & single individual %o de-
termine thaet man is a biped; we must examine a multitude of cases.
For the rest, whatever be the number of observed cases, we do not
see an essentisl lien between man and biped. If the lien were es-
sential, the examination of a single individual case would have
gifficed; wecwould have %o conclude that a non~biped is not a man,
not a rational animal, It is the same for the intelligence such &g
experimental psychology defines 1t. fn the contrary, we do not need
a preat number of cases to know that it 1is impossible to be and not
be at the same...etc. nor to know that multiplicity exists and hence
act and potency, nor to know that a being that endures successively

and continuously 1§ composed of formeand—metvers Ian—all-—these—cases

& Slnglé"@?jﬁTﬁ}ﬂﬂﬂ?‘&TffiﬁﬁSj—%ﬂﬂ%—&ﬂiV€ff%HrﬁB&HgiVQ——éﬁﬂm%ii@$€ﬁgprﬁ__p__
1t suffices to examine a single man to determine that every man is
necessarily a rational animal., TWven when several experlences are
necessary in this domain, the plurality is negessary only to--awaken

our mind; in the end we see that a single case would suffice.,

Dialectical experience is never complete; the indiention of .the uni-
versal is never achieved. The exper ience itself is a cerfain dis-
course. It can be sufficient to found a.didlegticel theory, .a.. .
theory which cannot adequately rejoin reality, and which | for that
very reason is enclosed in the logical.order;wbutgiﬁfpanﬁQ$”f"-ﬁb'u¢3h
science. ‘ o R S A o

Besides, speculative dialectical experience and practical dimleetical
experience can be distinguished. Speculative: not that this eXper-~ |
ience itself is specnlative: it 18 called :this because it leads 1o .
theories which one pursues for themselves; knowledge is sought hers'
¢ap $taelf. 1t i8 in this sense that we can call the experiences of
the ghysicist an® astronomer speculative dialectical eXxperiences:

they constitute the point of departure of a theory constructed tlet we
may better know the world. It 1s understood that one can meke use of
these knowledges for a practical end: but this 1is not the principal
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aim of physics. The prudent man can mke use of the analysis of
the passions made by philosophy of nature, which substracts not &
wit from the speculative character of philosophy of nature. ( We
will see that every experimental theory ig formally logical; and
that it is thanks to this logical chracter that it can be specula-.

tive.)

Practical dialeciical experience is that of practical art and of
prudence. L1t 1is practical in the measure that 1t apprises us of how
to act and how to do, notwithstanding the contingency of the agibile
and facitibile. The prudent ought to foresee despite .the contingency
of the future. " Prudens dicitur quasl perro videns: .perspicaX.enim
est, et incertomumidmk videl casus... Cognoscere anfem futura
(raesent ibus vel praeteritis, quod pertinet ad prudentiam,,.
rationis est: guia hoc per guandam collationem agitur." |
" (uod quia infinitas singularium non pOﬁgstfratiQne;;jmhnxﬁ
hendi, inde est yuod sunt incertae providentiae nostrae, ut die.
Sap.IX%. Tanen per experientiam sipgularia infinita redueuntur ad = = . -
nliqun fipnita quae ut in pluribus accidunt, guorusn eo o sufficlty
ad prudentiam humansm."(ibid. a.%,ad2) This experit he .
Adent permits foresight with & certain probabaility.into the
and the consequences which an act might smetiail, ‘The pract
cerience of the artist makes known to hiim the matter on which he.
works its possibilities etc. Practice even permits him to find
and acquire the necessary conditions for the certitude and promptness
of the habitus. Such is the experience necessary for the gramatical.
art. The rules of gramiar are not natural. They are instituted and
have mahy exceptions, one cannot deduce them sciengifically, That is
why experience is necessary for gramatical art. ST

One of the most characteristic notes of dialectic experience—spes——

ulative as well as practical is the colleatto—intentionemn—indivia-

ualium of which S. Thomas speaks in the text cited. The singulars
which one attains in dialectical experience are essentially multiple
in dqifinite and have no bhasic unity which  is imposed of itself.

That is why these singulars differ from the singulars of 'scientific
excerience which have the unity of their specific or. generic lden-
tity whatever he their numerical multiplicity. This numerical
multiplicity is dnemhaustable but the formality of the singulars 1is
absolutely éetermined, like the rationality of man. In the case of
the singulars of dialectical experience the formality ,itself is not
perfectly determined. But unity and determination are two essential
conditions of intelligability. To supply objective unity o this.
defect the experimentor intervenes the bollatio, chosing, reduction .
to unity. Tine search for unity cannot be accomplished, that is why
the experimentor is obliged to make one; he makes a synthesis of that
which happens in a majority of cases. This knowledge suffices also.
to justify the construction of a theory which gxpposes to bring us R
1ittle by little to reality. L

Dialectic experience implies therefore a certaln factor of art.
T.ink of an experience of physics, tinere is pragtical art in the
experimentation. And tiis art is directed by another art, by the art
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implied in the comstruction of a theory SuggesteGVOﬁly hy a pee-
seeding experience in which maintains and directs the new one.

The expressions riake experiments and make theories are perfectly
rigorious in this demand. One makes & dialectic induction and the
universal to wiaich this induction arrives is something of fact and
of construct. (The error of Kant consisted in admitting only of

dialectic experience)

Byt tne principle of synthedss, of this unity inadequately founded
on reality, is in the experimentor in the measure that this con-
structed unity suppasses that of the data of experience, in the
measure that i is a work of art. The principle of art is in the
artist whereas the principle of science properly so called 1s in the
object itself. 1In science one submits entirely to the object which
is the end as object. In art one constructs the object; in pratical
sciences the end is as a construction of the subject {post.. anal,

1, 41, n.7) '

In scientific experience the object is imposed abs
jialectic experience the exper imentor exercises a

That is what one sees better in the experiences qul “advaneed
altnougi there is control in the most elementary dilaleetid- -

experiences, This control exercised by the experl Lor
that experimental science is sald to render us masbe:
studied. FExperimental science gives us a cerfain 13
as one can see quite easily in physics and chemistry. =

ience of which Flato speaks in the phaedon (72e - 80e). Not having

Dialectic experience iS'simPIY’suggested-iike'ﬁ?e-éﬂﬁﬁibléwex?GrPWAW'“"-
cnized the difference hetween scientific and dialectic experience |

b W W W ¥
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the whole philosaphy of Plato is virtually subjectivist., Aristotle

will shew that the ideas to which dilalectic experience leads are
themselfes simply dialectic le. logical.

(2) The great admiration that we have for the art diﬂposeé us i1l
for excepting thet art is .easier than science, that nature.

An ordinary man can be a father. But this is a very superficial
point of view, for generation if not a work of the reason and will
of man but of nature. Created art cannot produce a nature . See
Ttoies n. 1155. Only the works of divine art are both artificial
and natural. Created art presupposes nature and immatates it.

Art cannnt attain the entrinsic principles of nature and by ﬁhat it
aiffers also from the science of nature (n. 1157) " That is why the
science of nature Aoes not make its object but is entire measured by
ita B § »

e

whe sdmiration of the modern camuion ren is not for nature 5u¢'f0rif
tne expelrinental science of nature and not insofar as it makes us
know tne world as it is in itself but insofar as it manifegts the
power of man. Thels explains the cult of which scientists are the
o irct today. (This would be a disaster for philosophy to be ‘An
ohiep* nf such a.cult as the history of modern phil. proves. One

G0
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apeaks often of the cult of Aristotle in the middleiages‘when':

cult of philosophers is on the contrary something quite modern,
phil. having abandonned philosophy to make works off art. It is
helieved todey tiiat phil. 1s a Synonynm for philosophies. Lt is
tgue that experimantal scilence brings home to the comnon man the
ingenious of man. But one would have to be guite nieve to believe
that the veneration of the masscs for modern science Adiffers from
the vonoration of savage people for magic art.

(3) Ian cannot seek himself in science invisaged purely as such.
Douhtless he can make had use of 1%, hut this use 1s extra genus
notitiae. By its nature science 1is in itself an end honestam.
Works of art on the contrary are not in themselves an end. The:

ereative universe, work ol the divine art is ordered essentially

to God. _
vor wolrks of huwan art see II Phy. ch.Z2, 194a 32; l?ct.é_n.a.‘

o can attain to a very great perfection in the arits ordered’to
nimself, sg. technical machanics; he can reﬁoioe‘in tne-pérf@c¢i@g-
of nis speach, he can consider the perfection of the expression of

ninself as an end: he can use himself for himself LR e

Are the fine arts an exception to this rule’of being orfdered %«
something else? Not al all. They are willed®for speculativel
knowledge, contemplation and in the measure thet they are meBe.
only to be kn-wn they enter into the category of objeel Tt
T

not formally as warks of art that they are beautilul bu:
a5 they have the nature of an object . BrtUimatates natnre”
this respect it is turned towards-natures (If we take away ar

STTiE oM to —the specutativeend——EEEC6-25—~—this leads logleally ——
fowarts—a—revolutionaly-coneeption—of-art-and-all human activity -

ipdividula =nd social. Art having no more a stabled term its- end -
will consist in a perpetual transformation in a dialecieal play of
position and of negation under pain of falling into the immobility
ot contemplation: as soon as an ohject 18 poged it would be neces-
sary to negate it, for every object, as such, partakes of immobility.)

Human arts abide in a neutral field with respect toO sclence andpru-
dence., Because arts can be exploited for contrary ends ( grammar

to pralse or blaspheme) man thinks he can dominate ends. The infin-
ite possibilities of art make man belleve that he is master of the
infinite, can incite him to place all his hope in his practical in-
telligence, to wish to draw sclence am prudence into the same
neutral domain as art.

(4) There is also the temptation of the hands, by which man realizes
the greatest vaviety of councicte works, In III de anima, ¢.8, °
Aristotle compares intelligence to the hand. cf. also I, q.76,

a.b, ad 4; q. 91, a.3, ad 2. The hand is the organ the most signi-

ficative of intelligence (practical); it participates in its infinity.

History shows that when man turns from speculationand its transcen-

Aent object, he ends by adoring the works of his hands. - Lo

2}




(5) Let us now examine the proposltlon or axiom: Al

We have Seen that being the object of ©
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pluribus in specie human8. We reafithis ~inudhe fragm

of Heraclitus: " For what thought oriwhat wisdom have 3
They follow the poets and take the crowd . for master, not knowin
tnat there are many evil and few good. For even the best of fthem
choose one thing above all others, immor tal glory among morials,:
whereas the majority revel in food like beasts. ....Bias sald:

the majority of men are bad..."

Following Aristotle, S Thomas maintains the gsane ‘idea in theology: -
cf. 1, q.23, a.7 ad 3; q. 49, a.5 ad 5; q. 63, a.9 ag 1; I-1L, ¢g. 71,
4.9 ad 3. See also JSTH, Curs. Theol., T.I, p.%22, col.b; T.III,
p. 569 et seq.

whis state of things is not only with regard to supernatural life. .
Tane najority of men refuse res intelligibiles even in the purely
netural order. And this refusal even of the nstural object is not -
due to the present stateof humanity, it is not only due to original
sin: in his commentary on the Sentences ( I, d.39, Q.2, a.2, ad 4)

S Thomas estimates this purely natural attitude. He touches here

the profound reason of this delusion which accords absolute primacy
tc =rt; why man can believe himself as creator with regard to the
entirety of being: ipsa natura humana in Se considerata aequaliter
se habet indiiferenter ad omnia:vel intelligenda vel facienda, '

’

e intelllgene
1s most determined ( there is no Mean bebtwebn belng
being is -oppesed to nen-being-as to! thetdmpossible:
indetermined: who says being says all and notfing: b

everytiing save nothing which is its contradictors

DAY

We have also sSeen that this indetermination. ol bEITE a8 1F 18 pIres
sented to us is only @ reflection of the original indetermination
of our intelligence. The indetermination of being is .not a:real
indetermination., { There exist some real indeterminations: the pos~
stive indetermination of liberty, the negative indetermination of

prime matter. But being envisaged purely as such is.neither liberiy

or pure potentiality.) o oo B

This paradoxical character of the object of our intelligence, and

the fact of attributing to being the potentiality of* our intelligence
sufficiently explains how we can be led %o consider the entirety of
being as malleable, as a factibile, as a matter of art, as a plastic-
ity which liberty dominates. :

( Remark: In the 1, g. 71, a.2 ad 3, saint Thomas seems to see a
certain natural conflict between the rational and sensible. But in

another text, we should not also: I. g. 49, g.J5, ad 5)

Ye should not yet conclude that there exists a natural conflict
hetween the sensible and raticnal, at least in understanding " na-
tural™ in a purely mater ial sense as designating what happens in the
uajority of cases. In fact this conflict is purely accidental, even.




"if it makes itself felt in the magorlty of- eases
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tend toward this conflicy: L1T G 6._,£f»qe a
in'its rigorous sense,. there cannot be D
pain of falllng into manicheism and jansenis
the term in its large sense we can.say that> at !
does not succeed in imposing reason on thes senslble -
sense that saint Thomas says that men are naturally nedloore, pu811-
laaimous, parcimonious, etc.: cf. IV B®th., leot 5.

]

(6) In fact, man succeeds better in the- ﬂomaln of art tnan l“ tha$
of pludence- In voluntariis autem magis Vldetur malum esse ut
in pluribus quantum ad ag1b111a, licet non quantum ad factibi-

lla, in gquantum ars non deficit nisi ut in pau01or1bu5, 1m1tatur

enim naturam. ( de pot. ¢.3, a.6 ad 5) o .

Cood artisans are more numerous than good men. It 1s natural enough

tnat man tries to reduce all to art., That 1s what Descartes tried

do with philosophy, to meke a philosophy for the man in the street;

a pnilosphy whose end Aid not consist in knowing things for the sake |
of knowins tihem, but which could be used: cf. Dlscourse on Method, |
5th part: "... in place of that speculative philosophy which is

taught in the schools..." One easily sees how marxism, radicalism,

is a lopical end of tnis very mediocre position.

The rational creature is not naturally ordered to supernatural bea-
titude which consists in the irmmediate vision. .of tae divine- essence.
For this grace is necessary, & gratltultous - ik v"the begin-
ning the angels were constituted in the state of grace { gratia o
gratum faciens) - I, -g.62, a.3. -This grace. does not-give.- to. them <
heatitude itself, belng only a principlum merendi: ‘then it. woulﬁ
te necessary to turn toward God,.teo receive the--perfect grace-

principium fruendl - ibid. a.4,

But remark that the object of beatltude holdﬁ int g
objectivity: the irmediate vision of the obijeet . th mostpur: 1
is the divine essence. Grace tnepr1n01ple of -beatitude- absol.'f
gratuitous gift, hold again in the line of obijectivitys: 1tfask‘ -
submission as to an ohject: one receives 1t one does not neesd (ez~
ire) 1it.
AT

The fallen agnel desired this beatitude but he WiSheﬁ to glve 1t
by himself: he wished to see God, to be- like God, without help from
tod. I, .63, a.3. The sin consisted in the refusal of the object
in its pure Ob1PCthlty. Not that the fallen angle wished :to
construct the object of beatitude: he even desired to see God as
e is in himself: but he did not wish to submit to the preambles ;
of attaining this object: he wished himself to be ithe cause of
tais elevation: he wanted to have in himself the principle of his
beatitude. He wished to be himself thepractical cause of his
teatitude. ' }

. @
The angel cannot err in the natural order. But there is in him
the obediential potency whose limits he cannot know: if he could

0P Y - -
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have known the possibilities offered by this potency of which God
alone is the master, he would exhaust this obediential potency, . -
he would see already all it can give. We undérstand consequently
how this potency can be presented to hi n dom '

Ignorant in this domain, not knowing t
tions of this potency, he tried to use h
potency by rride. et

Man can err because of the natural potentiality of his ing ence
as of matter and because of his obediential potency. The angel
can only err because of his potentiality with respect to the super-
natural order, because of his obediential potency, . o

There exists a profound analogy betweénftﬂé dilémﬁaadf the being
ohject of our intelligence, and the d ilemma constituted’ by the
natural potency and the obedlential potency. : Lol

For us even in the natural order to be or not to be that is the
question; for the angel on the contrary the ondy question is to
he more. As John of S Thomas says: natura perfecta gualls est
angelica non movetur ad peccatum per defectum sed per excessum,
¢ Theol, T IV, p. 935, col b) I :

Thus tane true cause of the multiplecity of philosophies is, like- -

tee sin of Adam and the angels, a sin of pride which consists in
refusing the essentiml conditions of the objeet, to wish to elevate -
our potentislity as potentimlity., Modern philoSophy wishes to -~
make i-ts Object-‘» D R N T . e e

iy

Practical nnd speculative art: Tet us say several -words on

practical .

tinction to be made between
| and ppeculative arti.
self practical: recta ratio factibilium." The-dlvine art .

it~
» o > 18 ereator

of contingent things, creation is nothing else but' a worklof..d:

art, Divine art is characterized by this: itpresupposes absol

no subject. Created art, on the contrary, siapposes a-determinable. -

subject which implies a certain plasticity. : i R

The determinability of the subject presupposed by creatediart can .
he considered in two ways. One can envisage it as that whichiis re~
lated to the perfection of the artist so -that he can express himself
by simple superabundance, like a painter who makes a picture. This
serves for nothing but to be seen. In the second place, one can
consider this determinability as founded properly in the potentiality
of the nature. You know that if nature was absolutely defermined

it would be impossible to work the matter, to make a house. For the
natural forms would resist an? would he so determined that one could
in no wise suppress it, it conld not cede to our pressure, before

cur activity. Therefare it is necessary to pose a certain determina-
nility from the side of the suhjects on which art operates, a plas-
ticity which is possihle only in the measure that natural forms

can receive our activity. I®n This deterninability of matter 1is

GOPY
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founded on the imperfection of the nature, on the fact that it can '
be determined further, that fact that the form istina certain-
respect corruptable., When one considers this deteriinability o
formally as an imperfection of nature that is, as“ah insufflc
determination, art can serve to bring this nature o determir
Which belones to it as nature, that is, art can coopk ate!
pature so that nature might be constituted in its-natural: state
in a more determined fashion than it is by itself.” TFor example
medicine, the end of medicine is not a work of art, its end. is nabu
- the perfection of nature. This is a distinction between pure art
and the art which cooperates with nature. o B

This last pptentiality is also characteristic of the human intell-
‘irence whose operation is perfectable by art, that is by artifical
logic. Logic can introduce determinations into the intelligence Coe
wnich render discorse easier. Consequently, one can find an art -
even in the domain of speculative intelligence, and in ‘this respect °
there will be a speculative art distinct from art properly so called,

1

¢f. I post. anal. 1 nn. 1-3. \

wihat characterises intelligence is the factthaAt it can reflect

on itself on its proper activities, and can direct them. Reason |

can direct not only the activities of the other faculties inferior

to reason, it can also direct itself. Logic, because 1t directs

the very operation of reason and because reason is the prineiple of
a1l other arts, will be the art of arts for 1t directs tThat which "
directs in all the other arts. On liberal arts Cf. I - II q.B7,

The fact of constructing a syllogism is & work -that-ope-executes; - —

the fact of counting or of measuring, all this inplies & gertain. . .
operation of art. Tne art which remains absplute Ihin '
speculative intelligence, which is submitted “to. nothir
liberal in the highest degree. It will not only libe

and simply speculative. IIa IIae, qQ.47, art,2, add.

calls logic a speculative art; if it were - aypractica’
immediately be in idealism, '

Logic is both a sciehce since it is-denmdrstrati’
conclusion and an art since it directs activity.
ulative art since it directs an activity which "is

to and it remains within the speculative’ order.

speculative: logic, math . E S

Liberal
pratical: fine arts, in congeption
Art :
liberal by participation (playing a pilece of music)
Iifechanical

servile (making bricks)

ct. J of 8 Thomas, C. Theol. VI, pg.474

GOoPY
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the most noble form of art is servile art, and the other arts are

simply road ways to this art that Speculatlon belongs -to an Anfinti
age of tne human intelligence and is a malady of+the mlr
arts are cultivated to develop more technical:-a {
art by participation is alrpady in the category

- b
_ecnanlcal arts

Logic and Pnilosophi

Since experlmental sciences belong to d4i
it is fitting to insist at the outset on th;aman:

is distinguished from philosophy.

The first principle is the principle oi contradlctlon ®
an opposition of contradigtion of heing and nothing, this is qulte -
evident., TRvelyonhe agxeps even if someohe claims hot to: it .is -
impossible to be and not to be at the same time and in The same
respect., This principle is So evident that it is believed to be o
useless to insist on it, but if one abandons it too guickly one falls
into confusion. The iJT t thing this principle tells as whaen we,
énvisoge 1t in itself is that there eklsts an object of thought

wiich cannot be: nothing which is the impossible. It is impossible
that nothing exists, nothing is the impossibility of being. Yet we -
think it, we say the impossible. If we could not know the 1mp0551bleg§
we could not understand that being is not the impossible, we could _
not distinguish tne necessary from the possible and the pOSSlble from

‘the impossible. It Is &n object for ‘thought aloney ~~That- Is- Why‘wpwm_

say that the distinciton between the being of reason and the being of .

uaua&e~4mﬁmepﬁf$ﬁe—reaL—ané—;@g;sal_grﬂPTq is immedigtely founded =

e e — —0OR tﬁafguuuuéﬂJLiﬁpﬂﬂniLadlﬂilﬂﬁL_ There exists two SDeClPS of bPanS

real being and tihe being of reason. CIf. 8. Tnomas on the Feta.
book 4 lesson 4 n.574. . oy

As beinpg extends to all things there is. a 009xt9n81ven
logical bring and real being. There ig:oc
think being we have need of an. intention:in
have the amplitude of the object d981gnatled, ] e; v
perfect coextensiveness between the being of logic and the belng of
metaphysics, but there is this difference between the two, that one
is purely of reason, and can only exsis! 1nvreason and tnat the othe'
is real. aln Lo o R

Cf. I, Bth., lessonl, n.l. On orders. We:must“distinguiSh the-
doctiine of logpic from its use. One can:consider logic as a science
whicn demonstrates certain conclusions which regerd the logical '
order. It is a science it Aderionstrats with rigor, it is certain
knowledge to causes. But loglc does not constitute in itself an end
it znonld sorve to Airect tiie activity of reason in the other
sciences., One doss not put order in concepts simply for the order of
the concepts as 1f theywere othcts to be considered for themselves?
Logic aannot be a speculative science which terminates in itself as
a last »~nd, bnt should he_nrdered to the other speculative sciences.

vi. 1 meta.B, n.o7,
De Trin. ¢.5, a.l, ad 2
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Tn the measure that lopic 18 engaged in the other speculative
sciences it is cnlled utens as opposed to docens. It is called
Aocens logic in sofar as it features scientifically the rules for
sirccting the intellect; utens when it beings them to execttion

in this or that matter. J. of 5. Thomas. JInsofar:as usage

loic is engaged in the deduction proper to the other @ciences for
example when I male a deduction in the phil. of nmature, it must be
1n~ical. But in this case the conclusion I arrive=at is not a -
losical trutn: it conceins a helng of nature and not a being of
reason. o - : IR

¥rom loric considered as doctrine one ca
concorning tae being of nature for if one gould ¢

in coing fiom the logical order considered formall
tnerefore as seperating, one could deduce real hel
of reason. Consequently it would follow that one
por1 notning as Hepel Aid. This cories gown to ded
from tne impossible. Cf. S, Thomas I, Post. anal.

Nemonstrative loric and Dialectical logio:-

<~ #irst is pruely and simply scientific and procesds hy way of
rons demonstrations. This logic attaches 1tself (se ratitache)

e principle of contradiciton which enunciates ‘the absolute.

sition of being and non-being. T S

But there exsists several species of nop-being. Up til now we have

consifnred only absolute non-being which -is-opposed to balng as such..
3qt 1t 2 in negating boing that one obtains non-being, but negation

PR N

con he ajther ahsolnte or relative, as is-defined in-the IV Meta. .
lesson %, n.56h. N S -




